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to repeal a law that helps American workers.
This is nothing more than an effort to pull the
rug out from under working people. As the son
of a dedicated ironworker, I resent this shame-
ful union bashing and the implication that the
workers of this country are not entitled to a
decent wage for their labor.

Davis-Bacon is a law that actually strength-
ens our economy and helps America. Contrac-
tors and American workers both benefit from
its provisions. I ask you to consider these
facts:

Repealing Davis-Bacon will result in lower
wages for half a million Americans. Construc-
tion workers is the United States who currently
receive prevailing wages could lose $1,400
annually if Davis-Bacon is repealed. The aver-
age annual earnings of a construction worker
is $28,000. Isn’t this the type of middle-class
American that we should protect rather than
punish?

The prevailing wage law actually generates
benefits to local communities 2.4 times the
amount spent on a construction project be-
cause workers spend their money locally and
pay local taxes. Repealing Davis-Bacon could
result in the widespread importation of non-
local, low-wage workers, causing an adverse
affect on local economies.

According to a study conducted by the Uni-
versity of Utah, repeal of the Davis-Bacon Act
will reduce Federal tax collections by $1 billion
per year because of the decline in construc-
tion earnings, while simultaneously causing a
massive increase in cost overruns. In States
that have repealed their little Davis-Bacon
laws, construction costs have risen because of
substandard work that must be redone when
less skilled workers are used on the projects.

Davis-Bacon does not require contractors to
pay union wages. 70 percent of the prevailing
wage schedules are not union wage rates, yet
still allow a fair wage to be paid in the local
area to middle class workers.

The Workers Protection Subcommittee of
the House Economic and Educational opportu-
nities Committee hurried the markup of the re-
peal of the Act without adequately considering
its ramifications. The Subcommittee did not
even allow the Secretary of Labor to testify.

It’s time to bring some reason to this issue.
At a time when the middle class is feeling the
crunch in our economy, the repeal of Davis-
Bacon would adversely affect the workers that
are a productive and important segment of our
society. I strongly urge you to fight any at-
tempts to repeal this Act. By doing so, you will
be working to keep our construction industry
competitive and viable.

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of the continuation of the prevailing wage laws
embodied in the Davis-Bacon Act, and against
repeal of this vital act.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, on March 2,
1995, the Subcommittee on Worker Protec-
tions, so-called, voted to repeal the Davis-
Bacon Act. They did so without a single mem-
ber of the minority membership being present,
an action that is, in and of itself, unprece-
dented in recent memory. The Democrats, re-
fusing to be a party to the demise of the
Davis-Bacon Act at the hands of their col-
league in the other party, walked out in pro-
test.

The Davis Bacon Act has been in effect
since 1931, and 32 States have their own
Davis-Bacon Acts, with 9 States having re-
pealed previous State statutes. Perhaps be-

fore taking any further action to repeal Davis-
Bacon, all Members should take a look at
what has happened in the nine repeal States.

A recent, February 1995, study conducted
by the University of Utah, one of the nine
States having repealed their State Davis-
Bacon Act, showed that:

First, it resulted in driving down construction
earnings and the loss to the State’s coffers of
substantial income tax and sales tax reve-
nues.

Second, as a result of the repeal of the
State statute in Utah, the size of total cost
overruns on State road construction tripled,
and there has been a major shift to a less-
skilled labor force, lowering labor productivity
along with wages, and increasing injuries and
fatalities in the workplace.

Third, looking at all States, the study found
that repeal cost construction workers in the
nine States at least $1,477 per year in earn-
ings.

Fourth, the nine State repeals have reduced
construction training in those States by 40 per-
cent.

Fifth, minority representation in construction
training has fallen even faster than have the
training programs in repeal States.

Sixth, occupational injuries in construction
rose by 15 percent where State prevailing
wage laws were repealed.

Based on the above six findings, the study
concluded that Federal income tax collections
would fall by at least $1 billion per year in real
terms for every year for the foreseeable fu-
ture—if the Federal Davis-Bacon Act were re-
pealed.

The University of Utah’s study concluded
further that: At the Federal level, construction
cost savings would have to be very high in-
deed to generate any budget benefit from a
repeal of the Davis-Bacon Act because of the
Federal income tax structure. For example,
using a conservative estimate of 3 percent
construction cost savings with a 20 percent
marginal tax rate (based on the 1991 level of
Federal construction spending), the Federal
Government would lose $838 million per year
by repealing the Davis-Bacon Act.

For those who falsely claim that a repeal of
the Davis-Bacon Act would reduce the deficit,
they are wrong—the above-cited study
showed that a repeal will raise the Federal
budget deficit, because the purpose and effect
of a repeal is to lower the cost of wages on
federally funded construction projects—which
in turn lower wages and earnings. Proponents
of the claim that repeal would lower the deficit
are wrong also because the study found that
the lower cost of wages cannot be isolated to
federally financed public works—because in
fact such wages would decline across the en-
tire construction labor market causing the
Government to lose more in income tax reve-
nues than it would gain in construction cost
savings.

Mr. Speaker, the repeal of the Davis-Bacon
Act is not about reducing the deficit, or saving
construction costs in federally assisted
projects. It isn’t about lowering wages so that
more people can be employed.

It is about union busting.
The Act does not—I repeat does not—re-

quire that collectively bargained (union) wages
be paid unless such wages also happen to be
the prevailing wage in the locality where the
work takes place. Davis-Bacon isn’t about
unions—although unions have made Davis-

Bacon work by stabilizing the construction in-
dustry, keeping fly-by-night operations from
operating; keeping health and safety stand-
ards in effect, and assuring that all workers,
including apprentices, are well-trained and
able to contribute to cost-effective productivity
at the work site.

Davis-Bacon assures that federally assisted
construction projects are completed by well-
trained, decently-paid workers, not store-front
operations who use poor workmanship and
shoddy materials—meaning higher mainte-
nance costs and costly rehabilitation and re-
pairs down the line. It means fewer cost over-
runs that drive up the total cost of construc-
tion.

For many years Congress has made efforts
to protect the working men and women in con-
struction and other industries by assuring that
they are paid the local prevailing wage, and
particularly for projects that are paid for out of
Federal funds. Now that there has been a shift
in the majority parties in Washington, the re-
peal effort is in full force and is being pursued
with vigor by opponents of the Act.

I believe that a repeal of the Davis-Bacon
Act, would be a betrayal to all who are af-
fected by the construction industry, and that is
every American. Most importantly, it would be
a betrayal to the workers who rely on good
wages for a decent livelihood.

I am diametrically opposed to the repeal of
the Davis-Bacon Act, and I call upon the
House of Representatives to continue the
broad, bipartisan support that the Act has en-
joyed to date by rejecting legislation to repeal
Davis-Bacon.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
topic of this special order, the Davis-
Bacon Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

f

REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL ON THE
SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM WILL
SPEND LESS MONEY ON BU-
REAUCRATS AND MORE MONEY
ON CHILDREN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. DUNCAN] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I do not
serve on the Economic and Educational
Opportunities Committee, but the Re-
publicans on that committee voted a
few days ago to increase spending on
the School Lunch Program from $6.7 to
$7.8 billion over the next 5 years.

I repeat: the Republicans voted to in-
crease spending on school lunches.

Yet headlines all over this country
said, ‘‘Republicans vote to end School
Lunch Program.’’

Now, millions of Americans have a
totally false impression that Repub-
licans have killed the School Lunch
Program.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 2794 March 7, 1995
Actually what was done was to try to

end it as a Federal program and turn it
into a State program.

This was done so that more money
could be spent on food for kids and less
on bureaucrats in Washington.

Most Governors have said they could
take 80 percent of the money and prob-
ably operate almost any Federal pro-
gram more efficiently and effectively.

However, in this instance, the Com-
mittee did not say take the School
Lunch Program over with just 80 per-
cent of the money—it said take 100 per-
cent of the money with a built-in raise
of 4.5 percent each year.

This is almost 50 percent more than
what inflation has been since the
Reagan years.

Yet some liberals saw a chance to use
a political sledgehammer here, and
beat us over the head with it, and with
help from a supportive national media,
they are creating a totally false im-
pression.

I have always supported the School
Lunch Program, and I can assure you
there is not one member here, Demo-
crat or Republican, who wants to take
food away from any hungry children.

I do not serve on the Committee that
is trying to change this program, but I
do know that what the Committee is
trying to do is make things better for
children, not worse.

The School Lunch Program has got-
ten tremendous bi-partisan support in
the past because it has worked rel-
atively well. But anything can be made
better.

And if there is a way to spend more
on children and less on bureaucrats,
then we should try it.

Too many federal programs today
benefit primarily the bureaucrats who
work for the program and really do
very little for the intended bene-
ficiaries.

This is true even in programs de-
signed to help children. Every program
up here has some beautiful motherhood
and apple pie title, but you have to
look below the surface, and below the
headlines, to find the true story.

If we want to help bureaucrats, we
will continue, and even increase, all
our current federal programs, and even
create new ones.

If we really want to help children,
though, we will downsize government
and decrease its cost, and give parents
the freedom to spend more of their own
money on their own children.

Apparently, though, with many lib-
erals, if the choice is between giving
money to bureaucrats or leaving more
with parents and children, they will
side with the bureaucrats every time.

There were two other main objec-
tions to the changes the Committee
made in the School Lunch Program.

One was to the lack of national
standards on nutrition, and one was to
the fact that the Governors were given
leeway as to 20 percent of the money as
long as it was spent on other child wel-
fare programs.

These were included because almost
everyone today realizes that one-size-
fits-all dictation from Washington is
not working and has been harmful to
even our best programs.

I am convinced that the wonderful
people that we have running our school
lunch program in East Tennessee do
not need bureaucrats in Washington
telling them what they can and cannot
serve.

As to the 20 percent flexibility for
Governors, this was done because some
States need to spend more
percentagewise on school lunches than
others. But if this is a great concern, I
certainly would support changes mak-
ing sure all this money is spent for its
intended purpose, which is school
lunches.

I suppose the big point to be made
here is that Republicans love children
just as much as Democrats do.

Despite what some pious, holier-
than-thou liberals would have people
believe, no one has a monopoly on vir-
tue—no one has cornered the market
on compassion.

All of us are trying to do as much as
possible for children. No one has voted
to kill the School Lunch Program.

Many people around the country no
longer think of the Federal Govern-
ment as God. They know that some
programs can be better run from the
State level, or even by local govern-
ments.

And above all, they want less of their
money being spent on bureaucrats and
paperwork, and more being spent on
children.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. BROWN] is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

[Mr. BROWN of Ohio addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. FOGLI-
ETTA] is recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. FOGLIETTA addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

[Mrs. MINK addressed the House. Her
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California [Ms. ESHOO] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Ms. ESHOO addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. WARD] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

[Mr. WARD addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.]

f

SAVE PUBLIC BROADCASTING

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentlewoman from
Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA] is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my support for contin-
ued Federal funding for public broad-
casting.

PBS and NPR provide commercial-
free entertainment and information
that is always good for you, whatever
your age.

PBS and NPR provide commercial-
free entertainment and information
that always brings the best of all our
American cultures, the brilliance of
our science and technology, the clash
of our political opinions, and the natu-
ral beauty of our world, wherever we
live.

PBS and NPR provide so much for so
little: they cost only $1.09 per person.
Americans overwhelmingly approve a
Federal funding for public television
and radio, with 87 percent in favor of
continued support. Although the Fed-
eral allocation is small—currently
$285.6 million—in the overall CPB
budget, it is vital seed money that
makes everything else possible.

To deny funding to PBS and NPR
would be to truly damage the quality
of our lives and our children’s lives.
Free market forces would not sustain
the effort required to create and keep a
show like ‘‘Sesame Street,’’ which is
watched by over 6 million preschoolers
on an average of three times per week.
Commercial stations refused to air
‘‘Sesame Street’’ when it was first de-
veloped. Can you imagine any network
today airing the program for 2 hours
straight without commercial interrup-
tion?

An article in last week’s Washington
Post, reminded me just how important
PBS is to quality programming for our
children; for shows like ‘‘Sesame
Street,’’ ‘‘Mr. Roger’s Neighborhood,’’
and ‘‘Ghostwriter’’ that make their
lives richer not poorer. The Post story
told this sad tale: ABC will cancel
‘‘Cro,’’ a Children’s Television Network
production on its Saturday morning
schedule in favor of something enti-
tled—I am not making this up—‘‘Dumb
and Dumber.’’

This choice bit of children’s enter-
tainment is a television version of a
full-length cartoon movie of the same
name, which consists of ‘‘toilet jokes
and exposed bottoms,’’ said the Post
but offers vast opportunities for those
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